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The Government asserts that neither the Parole Commission 
nor the predecessor Board has a presence in the District of 
Vermont and that therefore the district court had no jJurisdic- 


tion to entertain appellant's petition. However, the Parole 


Commission, and earlier the Board, supervise all parolees 


through United States probation officers located in each dis- 


trict. Title 18 U.S.C. §3655 requires each probation officer 
to perform such duties with respect to persons on parole as 
the Attorney General may request. Under former 28 C.F.R. 


§2.42 (1975), the Board, pursuant to a delegation of authority 


" fs 


y the Attorney Genera probation officers 


y 
function as parole officers and provide supervision to parolees 
and mandatory releasees under the Board's jurisdiction." 

The new Parole Commission and Reorganization Act adds to 
§3655 the specific provision that the Commission shall have 
the power to request that probation officers perform such duties 
with respect to any parolee as the Commission deems necessary 
for maintaining supervision and assistance to parolees. 18 
U.S.C. §4203(b) (4). Pursuant to §§3655 and 4203(b) (4), the 
Commission has issued a regulation stating that probation of- 
ficers function as parole officers and provide supervision to 
parolees under the Commission's jurisdiction. 28 C.F.R. §2.38 
(1977). 

Under this series of statutes and regulations, the pro- 
bation officers of ech district are the agents and represen- 
tatives of the Parole Commission in the district in which they 
function. As such, they constitute a presence in the district 
which is properly a basis for district court jurisdiction. 

In this case, appellant was on federal parole sup 


in Vermont, the new conviction constituting the parole 


tion charges occurred in Vermont, and the application for the 


warrant was issued by Mr. Ficher, the Chief of Probation for 


the District of Vermont. Further, the relief appellant seeks 
is not immediate release, but action by the Commission which 
will affect his future release. ‘Therefore, the District Court 
of Vermont has the power to direct the propriate relief. Be- 
cause jurisdiction exists where the Parole Commission or its 
agents are located, and because there is therefore a basis for 
jurisdiction in Vermont, the district court properly denied the 
motion to dismiss. 

The only remaining issue for the di j je's consider- 
ation was whether the venue in Vermont was proper. Appellant's 


physical custody in Pennsylvania may have made it more conven- 


ient to have the lawsuit conducted in that state. However, the 


Government never moved for a chanae of venue, and the court 
never ordered the transfer pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §1404. Ac- 


cordingly, the district j e correctly assumed jurisdiction 


to decice this case. 


The Government claims, at 9 of the respondent's brief, 


that appellant was not prejudiced because his alleged witness 


died before the Board was required to give him notice of the 


detainer. Appellant-alleced that Rock died in the spring 


975. Since the warrant was issued on February 10, 1975, tin 


= 
notice would certainly have put appellant on notice so that 


could have preserved his evidence. 


evidence, 
Here, apne] nt is tly Gepr his oppoerti 
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present 
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CONCLUSION 
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oregoing reasons and , ! rez set forth 
brief, the order belovw hould be reversed 
supervis 
alternative, should he given credit for the tim 


in custody on the intervening 
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